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PER CURI AM

Ri ckey Mazi que appeals the district court’s order dism ssing
his petition for a wit of habeas corpus pursuant to 28 U S. C
8§ 2241 (1994) without prejudice. The court agreed with a nagi strate
judge’s conclusion that Mzique, a federal inmate, failed to
denonstrate a notion under 28 U . S.C. A 8§ 2255 (West Supp. 2001)
woul d be an i nadequate or ineffective neans to address his cl ai ns.

Additionally, the district court properly noted that Apprendi V.

New Jersey, 530 U S. 466 (2000), does not apply retroactively to

cases on collateral review See United States v. Sanders, 247 F. 3d

139, 151 (4th Cir. 2001). Because we find no reversible error, we

affirmon the on the reasoning of the district court. Mazique v.

United States, No. CA-01-343 (D.S.C. Aug. 30, 2001)." We dispense

with oral argunent because the facts and |egal contentions are
adequately presented in the nmaterials before the court and ar gunent
woul d not aid the decisional process.

AFFI RVED

*

Mor eover, even if Mazique could raise an Apprendi claimon
collateral review in a 8 2241 petition, we note he could not
prevail on his claim as he was convicted under both 21 U S. C A
88 841 and 846 (Wst 1999 & Supp. 2001), each of which permts a
twenty-year statutory maxi numsentence. Because the district court
could have inposed partially concurrent sentences for these
convictions in order to reach Mazique's 263-nonth term of
i ncarceration, Mazique's sentence does not offend Apprendi. See
United States v. Wiite, 238 F.3d 537, 543 (4th G r. 2001).




